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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. Claim 4 is objected to because it recites the limitation "said cursor movement 
signal." There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 5-6 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Junod et al. (US 5,854,621). 

Regarding claim 7, Junod et al. disclose a controller for controlling a cursor, 
comprising: 

an identifying module for identifying at least one of a first period when a cursor is 
in motion and a second period when said cursor is not in motion (Column 6, lines 37-65 
explain that when a moue is being operated, i.e. the cursor is moving, the device is 
operated at full speed and when the mouse is not being used, i.e. the cursor is not in 
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motion, the encoders are sampled less frequently. This means that is the encoders 
sampling time is changed that the time periods in which the cursor is in motion and is 
not in motion would have to be identified.); and 

a calibrating module for calibrating an input parameter signal using a first hands- 
off test during said first period and a second hands-off test, different than said first 
hands-off test, during said second period (Column 6, lines 37-65 explain that when a 
moue is being operated, i.e. the cursor is moving, the device is operated at full speed 
and when the mouse is not being used, i.e. the cursor is not in motion, the encoders are 
sampled less frequently. This means that the signal input during movement is 
calibrated using a first sampling time during the period when the mouse is being used 
and the input signal is calibrated using a less frequent sampling time during the period 
when the mouse is not being used. The examiner interprets that the device is 
'calibrated' using the samples taken at the different frequencies to determine the 
movement of the mouse.). 

Regarding claim 5, Junod et al. disclose the controller according to claim 1, 
wherein said calibrating module calibrates said input parameter signal during a hands- 
off period (Column 6, lines 37-65 explain that the input signal being calibrated is 
sampled during a period of time when the mouse is not being used, i.e. the user's hand 
is off of the mouse.). 



Regarding claim 6, Junod et al. disclose the controller according to claim 1 . 



Application/Control Number: 10/720,186 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2629 

Junod et al. also disclose wherein said first and second hands-off tests are used 
by said calibrating module to determine a hands-off period during which a device for 
controlling said cursor is not being touched by a user (Column 6, lines 37-65 explain 
that input is detected by the encoders during a period of no-use, i.e. untouched by the 
user.), and 

wherein said calibrating module calibrates a significant input parameter signal by 
identifying an input parameter signal detected during said hands-off period as having a 
zero value, relative to which said significant input parameter signal is measured 
(Column 6, lines 37-65 explain that the input signal is detected by the encoders and is 
calibrated using different sampling frequencies by using a less frequent sampling 
frequency when the device is not being operated, i.e. zero value is detected, relative to 
when a more frequent sampling frequency which is used when a significant input signal 
is detected, i.e. the device is being operated by a user.). 

Regarding claim 18, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 19, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claims 1 

and 6. 

Regarding claim 20, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



6. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Junod et al. (US 5,854,621) in view of AAPA (Page 1, line 13 to page 3, line 13 of the 
specification.). 



Regarding claim 8, Junod et al. disclose the controller according to claim 1 . 

Junod et al. fail to teach wherein said second hands-off test is less stringent than 
said first hands-off test. 

AAPA discloses of two different hands-off tests, one of which being less stringent 
that the other (Page 2, line 20 to page 3, line 8 of the specification states that when a 
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cursor is in motion a more stringent test is best to be used and that when a cursor is not 
is motion that a less stringent test is best to be used.). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to make the tests taught by Junod et al. have the testing 
times taught by the tests of the AAPA in order to allow for the correct cursor position 
data to be detected. 

Regarding claim 9, Junod et al. disclose the controller according to claim 1 . 

Junod et al. fail to teach wherein said second hands-off test is less stringent than 
said first hands-off test. 

AAPA discloses of two different hands-off tests, one of which being less stringent 
that the other (Page 2, line 20 to page 3, line 8 of the specification states that when a 
cursor is in motion a more stringent test is best to be used and that when a cursor is not 
is motion that a less stringent test is best to be used.). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to make the tests taught by Junod et al. have the testing 
times taught by the tests of the AAPA in order to allow for the correct cursor position 
data to be detected. 

Junod et al. and AAPA fail to explicitly teach wherein said first hands-off test 
comprises a duration of at least about 5 seconds, and said second hands-off test 
comprises no more than about 0.53 seconds, however, AAPA does disclose of the tests 
being 2.88 second and .53 seconds. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to make the test lengths taught by Junod and AAPA 5 
seconds and .53 seconds in order to allow for the proper detection of the signals to take 
place. 

7. Claims 2-4, 7 and 10-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Junod et al. (US 5,854,621) in view of May (US 2004/0066368) and 
further in view of AAPA (Page 1, line 13 to page 3, line 13 of the specification.). 

Regarding claim 2, Junod et al. disclose the controller according to claim 1. 

Junod et al. also disclose wherein said calibrating module outputs a calibrated 
input parameter signal to an output module (Figure 1 and column 7, lines 22-49 explain 
that the mouse outputs signals to the host adapter 20 concerning the displacement 
movements of the mouse.). 

Junod et al. fail to teach wherein the controller for a cursor can be used for other 
input devices besides a mouse. 

May discloses wherein a controller for a cursor comprising hand-off testing can 
be used for input devices such as keyboards, joysticks and remote controllers 
(Paragraph [0029].). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the controller for a cursor taught by Junod et al. with 



Application/Control Number: 10/720,186 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2629 

another input device such as a joystick in order to provide a power saving management 
system for a joystick. 

Junod et al. and May fail to teach wherein said identifying module inputs said 
input parameter signal from a force sensor. 

AAPA discloses wherein an identifying module inputs said input parameter signal 
from a force sensor (Page 1, lines 13-17 of the specification state that a pointing stick, 
i.e. joystick, senses finger force meaning that the input is detected by a force sensor.). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the identifying module taught by the combination of 
Junod et al. and May receives input from a force sensor as taught by AAPA in order to 
allow for the detection of whether or not the device has been touched by a user or not. 

Regarding claim 3, Junod et al., May and AAPA disclose the controller 
according to claim 2. 

Junod et al. also disclose wherein said input parameter signal comprises an input 
parameter signal detected during a period when a mouse is untouched by a user 
(Column 6, lines 37-65 explain that input is detected by the encoders during a period of 
no-use, i.e. untouched by the user, meaning that with the combination of Junod, May 
and AAPA the joystick input signal would be detected by the force sensor during a 
period of non-use.). 
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Regarding claim 4, Junod et al., May and AAPA disclose the controller 
according to claim 2. 

AAPA also disclose wherein a transfer function for generating said cursor 
movement signal comprises a dead band within which said cursor movement signal 
causes no cursor movement for a non-zero input parameter signal (Page 2, lines 1-4 
explain that the transfer function contains a dead band for which no movement is 
produced.). 

Regarding claim 7, Junod et al. disclose the controller according to claim 1 , 

Junod et al. fail to teach wherein the controller for a cursor can be used for other 
input devices besides a mouse. 

May discloses wherein a controller for a cursor comprising hand-off testing can 
be used for input devices such as keyboards, joysticks and remote controllers 
(Paragraph [0029].). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the controller for a cursor taught by Junod et al. with 
another input device such as a joystick in order to provide a power saving management 
system for a joystick. 

Junod et al. and May fail to teach wherein said input parameter signal is 
calibrated to inhibit a cursor drift. 

AAPA disclose wherein an input parameter signal is calibrated to inhibit a cursor 
drift (Page 1, lines 18-22). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made that the input parameter signal taught by the combination 
of Junod et al. and May is calibrated to inhibit a cursor drift as taught by AAPA in order 
to allow for the proper detection of when the cursor is in motion such that improper 
movement is not detected. 

Regarding claim 10, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claims 1 

and 2. 

Regarding claim 11, Junod et al., May and AAPA disclose the cursor control 
system according to claim 10. 

Junod et al. also disclose a cursor control system further comprising: 
an output module which receives a calibrated input parameter signal from said 
calibrating module and outputs a cursor movement signal based on said calibrated input 
parameter signal (Figure 1 and column 7, lines 22-49 explain that the mouse outputs 
signals to the host adapter 20 concerning the displacement movements of the mouse, 
where the movement of the mouse would then be outputted to a display showing the 
mouse cursor.). 

Regarding claim 12 y Junod et al., May and AAPA disclose the cursor control 
system according to claim 10. 
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AAPA also disclose wherein said force sensor comprises a pointing device which 
is integrally-formed in a keyboard assembly (Page 1, lines 13-17 of the specification 
state that the pointing stick such as the Trackpoint system senses finger force and 
translates it to the movement of a cursor on a screen, where it is well known that the 
Trackpoint system pointing stick is found in notebook computers in a keyboard 
assembly.). 

Regarding claim 13, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 5. 

Regarding claim 14, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 9. 

Regarding claim 15, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 9. 

Regarding claim 16, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 12. 

Regarding claim 17, please refer to the rejection of claim 16, and furthermore 
AAPA also disclose a display device for displaying a cursor controlled by said cursor 
control system (Page 1, lines 13-17 of the specification states that the movement of a 
cursor is displayed on a display screen.). 
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Conclusion 



8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Vandenboom et al. (US 6,014,900) disclose of a test system for a pointing stick 
that can account for cursor drift. 

Van Brocklin et al. (US 2003/01 17370) disclose of a notebook computer with an 
input device for moving a cursor that detects whether a hand is touching the input 
device or not and if a hand is not touching the device cursor movement is not made on 
the display screen. 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen G. Sherman whose telephone number is (571) 
272-2941. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amr Awad can be reached on (571) 272-7764. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

SS 

22 June 2006 
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